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PEPSQNALITY FACTGRS IN "THE ETUDENT TEACHINE TRIAD™®

Robert Hughes, Jrg. Ga*y A.. Griffin ‘and Muria E. Defino -
Research.and Development Center for Teacher Education
" The University of . ;exas at Aust1n

1, 2

- The study ef persena1ity factors has had a TQng h1story in educat1cna1

:researeh (Peck & Tucker, 1973);,and to a limited extent in s]iniea] teacher
;educafion, or student teaching. For examp]e, persenaTity factars can

>s1gn1f1cant1y affect the cammun1cation patterns among individuals (Earkhuff

Berensen, 1977). Patterns of 1ntereet1un can influence the degree te which

’ prefess1ena1 grcwth can occur, as we11 as the sec1a1=emntiuﬁa1 perceptipns ef

f'the participants and the way they appruach subsequent teaching experiences.

Researehers have proposed thet eenperat1ng teathers with part1cu13T

; attributes will be more effective as tra1ners Df studentjteachers (Griffin,

é _
Hughes, Barnes, Carter, Define, & Edwards Note T). and. Griff1n (Nute 2) has

argued that the match-m1smatch af eneperating teaehers and student teachers
on personziity eharaeteristies may p]ay an 1mportant role in the evereTI

e?feetiveness of the clinical experience.

' Ameﬁg the different personality feeters mentioned in'student teéchiné :

-:Titersture that may affect part1c1pant re1atienships are f1ex1bi11ty,

empethy,_anﬁ self-esteem. ﬁFlexibiTity is defined as the ease with which a

- 'person adapts to different sitgetienss ‘1t has been eopsistentiy 1dentifieg ’

as important in teaeher edueatien'(Ekstéem; 1976). vﬂﬁe i1lustration of its

1The work reperted herein was perfnfmed pursuant to a grant fram the: ' S

- National. Ipstitute . cf Education, Department of Education.  However, the

opinions expressed-herein do nnt necessarily reflect the position or

~"policy of the National Institute of Education, -and no official o
endnrsement by the Natinnaﬂ Institute of Education should be 1nferred. .
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petentiei imﬁorteﬁce'ih studEﬁt’teaehingGis’therﬁnéwieége that in assgeiatienr-
with their years ef exper1ence. cooperating teachers can be expected ‘to be
.more socie11y rigid than student teachers (Hoy & Reee%.1977)‘ ‘Evidence also
exists to suggest that stuﬂent teechers beecme less F]exibIe during their
cl1n1c31 experience (Hoy- & Rees, 1977).

The 5e:ond egnstruct, empathy, is perheee;best understood as tﬁe twofold
capacity of aecurafeiy jdentifying another perseﬁ;s deep and surface’

1 feeTinge, and then accurately cemmunieat1ng this awareness to the ether
person (Cerkﬂff & Berensan, 1977) Empathy hes frequent1y ‘been 1deﬁt1f1eﬂ as
- an important feetnr 1n he1ping reletienships (Cerkhuff 1571) end in the
supervisory precess (Ea]dhemmer, 1969). It cou]d therefcre ﬁ1ey a subtle yet
‘critical vole in ‘the prnfessiene1 deve\opment ef the preservice teacher
(Carkhuff & Berenson, 1977).

The Tast af’theee personality factors, ee1faesteem, iné]udes an
1nd1v1dua1 s eva\uet1un af bath ﬁis/her functiening 1n the envircnment and
fhieYher‘;arious attributes of self, or eelf-eencept-a SeTFaeeteem may: effeef
the student teecher—cﬁaperating teecher re]atiensh1p (Coopersmith, 1967)
VGarvey (1970) hee cane1uded that preeervice clinical teaehing success is
’iinf1ueneeda-thaugh not necesear11y determiﬂed-—by having a pesitive view aF
aneee1f. B S , B BT

Ge1dhammer 5 (1959) description of the frequent prnb?ems in. superv1sinh
he]ps to, identify ‘the quaTit1es nf an effective cooperating teacher. He..
notes the preb]em of the supervisor fTet1y assertiﬁg hislher own ep1n1nn
Vwitheut ettempting to envisage the perspect1vee of the eupervieeei This 1is
c1ear1y a Teek of empathic. understeﬁ@1ng, according to the def1n1tinn ebgve..

Anether problem noted by Goldhammer is the superviscr s be?ng ever]y

Y



:nmmxtted tn unifnrmity amnng various teaching prncssses and ETEssranm
;. prncedure iﬁ,hat 1sr tack nf f1sx1b11ity, Supervisnrs.alsg somstimss “"play
it from rank"--they are distrattsd by their,nnn anxistiss and nésﬁs for
grat%ficatinn which can result from low self-esteem (Csspetsmith 1967). ﬂn
the bas1s of prsviaus research in teacher education and the character1st1cs
of supervisors identified by_Gcldhsﬁmsz, the three_cnnstructs of empathy, ’
Flexibility, and self-esteem were chosen as snnstrsétsrfsr study in
conpsrating teachers. o ' |
Gns najcf problem in the study_sfvpersnna1ity'sharésteristics in general
is the isst of re1iab1s:énd’vaiidrindicatnrsi ‘Hhilé.thé three constructs are
conceptually dtfterent, they all represent somewhat simi1asﬁpersqnaiit}z |
‘characteristics. Adsquste asssssmsnt of these constructs nscegsitates
| meésurss.thst are able to clearly diffénéntiats amsngithem! To examine the

va11d1ty issue of the three censtructs identified fnr this ‘study, ths authnrs

and some evidence nf va]id1ty. .The Fn11uw1ng 1nstruments were EhDSEﬂ‘
Empathy Censtruct Rat1ng Scale, Rehfish 5 R1gid1ty Scale, and the N
Self- Psrtept1nn Inventnry. '

‘The, primary purpose of the present study was the assessment of va11d1ty,.
of the thres 3nstrumsntss In arder to make th1s aSSESSment the Campbs11 and. _
F1sks (1959) muTtitrait=mu1t1methnd sxper1mental design was applisd._ The
rationale behind this precsdure is that if a persena1ity construct is
1dent1f1ab1s and distingufshast, thsn results from severa1 methnds nf
assessing the same construct shou1d be similar (cnnvergent vaiidity) Also,
the canstruct should be suff1stent1y different from nther persnna11ty )

cnnstructSsﬁs to be rated relatively 1ndspendent1y of them (discriminant

va1id1ty)




TE ausRss thE ?tﬁ%egty of measures of empathy, fiexibiiity‘ehd

b selfiaiteem, co eeree%%giteaehets were asked to rate themse?wes on the three:

insstruments. #Tso, “heir student teeehere and university supervisors rated .
thes on the sam¢ “fistruments. | .

 METHOD
| - Tihe perhdeipehte in this stddy were 53 teachers }rem a medium-sized
schegl district in the southwestern United States. ‘All of the teechers
currently were supervising a student teaeher in their ciassrenms. Eaeh

teacher velunteered to participate in the study and ceneented to having his

' or her student teacher and the unversity- superviser rate their behavior on

ts

e exper1mente1 scales.
‘Instruments - V } o
An 1n5trumeht was ident1f1ed for each df the eenstruets that hed been

1dent1f1ed as 1mpdrtent in the supervisory process. These instrumente were

-Se1eetidn of 1netruments depended 1n part on whether they had eﬂreedy
| demenstrated acceptable reliability as this is a crucial prerequisete for
exa ,1n1ng ve11d1ty. Therefore, to meesure Se1f-esteem the SeIf-Pereept1en
Inventory deve]eped by Soares and Seeres (TQED) was seieetedi It eensiste of
36 paired adjectives deeeribing behevidr EhEFaEtEFTSt1ES§ some: eampie itees
appear in Table 1. On this instrument the deghee of one's pefceiﬁ%d,
eimilerfty or dieeimiierity can be rated in regard to each pair of
edjeetivee; The euthers have reperted testeretest re!iebiiities of .&2 ever

a

a feursueek peried. Also, the se]fspereeptjen scores correlate .52 with the

I

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (Soares & Soares, 1980).

B




 An adaptation of Rehfish's (1958) Rigidity Scale was used to ssssss=ths
:teachsrsi degree of fisxibiiity The scale primariiy focuses on flexibility
in observable bshsvinrs,_rather thsn f1exibi1ity in thinking or other
intrapsych1s~pnncsssss. In addition to ths original 39 itsms, the
investigators added 26 items sn expand the set of observable behaviors
indicative of fisxibiiity on the scale. A six:pnint Likert fnnmat was
utilized to provide the sppnrtuniiy for each participant to rate thev
perceived degree of similarity to each statement. _ Sample 1tems appear in
Table 1. . | |
The Empathy‘Cnnstruct'Rating Scale (La Monica, Note 3), used to assess
the empathic sensitivity of the partinipants, is an 84- item, ssif—rspnrt
Liksrt-respnnss 1nstnumsnt. It assesses severa1 aspects of a ﬂersnn s
emssthic responding, inciuding the ability tn psrcsivs the gther_s world,
communicate this understanding, and “feel Hitn“'ansthsr person. A set of
sampié items appears in st1e ii La Monica has reported an alpha sssfiisisnt
‘nf .96 for this scale. - To control for response set on the f1sxibi1ity and
émpsthy scales, nsif sf’;ns itsms ners’unrasd'pssitiveiy and haif.wsns worded
-in a negative direction. - |
Procedures g
Each cooperating teacher.in the study was asked ts-csmpists three
_ instrnmsnts about thsnssives: Self-Perception Inventory, Flexibility Scale, -
lanti EmpsthyltsnstnUCt Rating Scale. The student %eséhsﬁ snd the university
‘ supsrv1snr in eash triad were asked to rate their :onpsrsting teacher on each -
instrument as we11 Thus there were three ratings of each teacher' - a
seif-report, 2 rating cgmp1eted by the student teacher, and a rating
completed by the university superv1snr. This resulted in three sources of

assessment (muitimethsd) of thrse persnna1ity constructs (mu1titrsit) Ths;=

4 R . &
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' rat1ngs were made after the student teaﬂher had been in the classroom for
- between eiﬂht and sixteen weeks.
| RESULTS

- Reliability

~ “The first level of analysis was to identify the shartest and most
reliable version of the flexibility and empathy scales. * A series of ana1ysés
~ vere conducted to examine the inter-item correlation matrix and the
item-scale carreiaéiﬂns.! For each instrument the weakest jtems--that is,
thase with the lowest inter-item and 1tem=sca1e cnrre1at1onssswere 1dentmf1ed
and removed from the 523125. This. prgcedure resu1ted in a 17-item
FTexib111ty SEETP and a 23-item Empathy sca]e. ‘For the-F1ex1b11ity‘sca1e, !
the re11abi11ties (a1pﬁ£§caeff1ﬁients) were .87 am@ng university superv1snrs
rat1ngs, .89 among se]f—rat1ngs,aand 83 amang the student teaghers ratings.
For each group of’ raters on the Empathy 55312 university supervisors,_'v
-coaperating teachers, and studEnt teachers, the alpha cueff1c1ents were\.97
.96, and {95, respectively. Alpha caeffigients were also camputgd fur the
36-item ‘self-esteem scale resulting jn,interna]_ennsistency‘ssgres_gf %94,
.89, and gQE,'éespectiva1y for university supervisor, cooperating'ﬁeacher;
and student teacher ratings. Table 2 presents the reTiabi?itieg for all of -
the instruments. o ' |
VaT Z; ‘ '
The can:ergent and d1s:r1m1hant ‘validities were examined for each
instrument. Table 2 presents:the!resUTES of the 1nte:;grre]atiaﬁs ?f all of
' thé instruments from thEtratiﬁgs of each person. The convergent validity
d1agbn315 ind1cated that the F1exibi1ity sca1e had the most cansistent oy

2 .

va11d1ty. All three coefficients pairing each methad were significaﬂt

@
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| %ﬁ?f_us):g,31, .45, and .31. One coefficient comparing thegstﬁdent teacher
'_‘ana%uﬁiversity supervisar‘rafings of emp;thyiwas significant, .47 (p <;D§)i‘
Also, §he correlation between the university supervisor and cooperating
teacher ratings of self-esteem waé}aTsa ;ignificant, .27 (ﬁ;:;os). These
results indicated that only the fiexihiiity scale hadladequate canvergent’
validity. That is, there were s1an1f1:ant correlations amnng three
1ndependent rat1ngs nF a trait . kg

The findings were also exam1ned in terms of the discr1m1nant va]id1ty.;

The Fa11ure of the empathy and se1f-e5teem measures to preduce a high degree
of convergent validity a1ma;t assures an jnability to detect discgjminaﬁt
validity. Ngither!the empgthy ﬁér’tﬁe_se1f-es£eem measures resulted in ‘
;adeduate disefiminant validity. However, the F1éxibiiity_scaie éﬁd show "some
evidence that this construct could be distinguished from the other traits.

In geﬁerﬂi the validity coefficients far the FTexibi1iﬁybsca1e weré’higher
thaﬁ the §crrespanding EbrréTé%iansrbetween different traits measured‘by_
différen; ﬁethndég These are located in the heterg}raiiahetergmethad'*
triangles in Table 2!: Howaver, the validity ;éeffic{ents for thngTexibi]ity’@
) scélé were not higher than most of the coefficients in the |
heteratrait—manﬁmethad triang1ési

There was’same.inditatigﬁ that the‘s;udent teachers.and university

,SUpérVisers were less discrimiﬁatingrin the ratings than were the éaopEFating
teachéfs_ In the mannmethad heteratrait b1n2ks, the correlations of three - .
canstrusts were gene:a11y 1nw for the cpaperat1ng teacher. .16, .D? and 3D |

indicating that in their se1f—repart5, cooperating- teachers differentiaT]y

rated themse]ves. The cgrre1atians among the student teachers' rat1ngs and

university 5uperv1sars ratings were .81, .75. .63, and .66, .64, and .67, '

*
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;respect1ve1y. Thesé cnrre1at1nn5 were qu1te high and suggest that these
!,raters did not substéntia]1y d15tinguish amnng“the three traits.
DISCUSSION '

5. -

The results c%vthis study emphasize®the need for furthe%’methgdﬂjugicé1
studies "in the examination of teacher‘chérééteristics. In pari?c;Tar, it
demonstrates a continued need to exp]nre the classical 'measurement 1ssues of
re11ab111ty and va1id1ty. 0f the scales ut1i1zed to assess three persana\ity
factcrs wh1ch may influence reTatiansh1ps among student teaching triads, only
nnEs-the instrument 1ntended to assess f1exib111ty shawed adequate va\1dity
thraugh the statistically rigurnus multitrait-multimethod- design. Before the
other-two instruments are ahandoned as being invalid, “however, ﬁunsideration
must be g1ven te exp?anat1nns fnr these. resu1ts.;“ '

Viewed fram a d1fferent perspective, this study may provide more. b ; ,E'ii
infarmat1on about the participants HhD fi11ed out the- instrumenks than it h
does: about the 1nstrument5 thﬂmse1ves. The h1gh§torre1atiﬂns among rat1ng=
of different canperatiﬁg teacher traits. made by Uﬁiversity superviscrs and

~ student teachers suggest*that the latter two graups genera11y did nnt
d15t1ngu1sh between the different traits. 1In other wnrds,_it is pu55ﬂb1e ’

e

that supervisors and student teachers were 3551gn1ng their ratings of 5 gi_'r- o
;aagerat1ngrteachers on the basis of giﬁﬁa1 nverai\ pnsitive or negat1ve’=
i? -asséssments. These pnur]y d1fferentiated views, as expressed ‘on- the
-1nstruments, may have been accurate ref]ettinns of supervisors' and student
.teachers reTat1ve1y limited uppnrtunié;xta intera:t with and knaw the
- cnnperating teachers, rather than being clear indicators of the instruments’

qua]1tyi In essence, we may not have ssked the‘bestﬁpﬁssib12 gan@1datesft@’

maie these judgments: Because of this ﬁassibiiity,ia c1ear,interpretatiﬂgibf '
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the Validity of these instruments cannot be made solely on the basis of the

o
3

results of this study.
Kﬁéwing that instrument vilidity.remains a seiient iesue in research in

teecher edueet1en, some broed imp1icat1ens for ;rect1ee may be tentetively
set forth First is the issue of: whether or not scores on pereeﬁe11ty

. instruments can 1eg1t1mate1y be included in the process of ess1gn1ng
pTeeements fer student teachlng- Second, lﬁ teacher educators can agree .(and
if research suppeéﬁs'the idea) thet_persene1iéy factors need to be given
consideration iﬁ.esteBTishing student teaching p1eeement: tﬁe rext two
1seues of 1mpertence become: (1) wh1eh persene]ity feeters te censieera— the
ones wh1ch seem 1ogiee11y or 1ntu1t1ve1y important to sueeessfu1 student
teaching, of the ones which hefeéthe best-developed 1n5trumentet1en (if these
are in fact exclusive groups); and (2) whether‘er not-matches or mismatches

on %hese factors are te be utilized as theretendeﬁd for m%éing pfeee&ents!e

or is there eeme ieteeeetive, optimal match-mismatch be1enee‘eerees differeﬁt

+

personality factors to strive for in ess1gn1ng a p1ecement? Clearly, we do

™

M

not have ‘the answers to these questiens. Further research is needed to
epprepr1ate1y gauge bnth the validity -of verieus pe?seﬁe1ity instruﬁents with

.the 5pee1f1c popu1at1nn ef student teeeh1ng tr1ade, and the utility ef this
1nfe%met1nn to teacher edutetnrs in previd1ng for clinical teaeher edueet1en
exper1ences. Fresent1y, the Research in Teaeher Educatiun program area of

. the Reseereh end Development Center for Teacher Education is eenduct1ng

. study of stuﬂent teech1ng in whieh pzrsenelity ehereeteristics, teecher
exper1enees and supervisery experiences, .and -school and univereity var1eb1es
are beingrexemineﬂ. This Terge eea1e mu1ti-methed multi-site study is
expected ee provide more information about "these important issues in terms of
methede1egy and pfeetieei .
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Table 1

Sample Items From the Measures of

Self-Perception Inventory (self-esteem)

Accepted , _ Rejecied

Cheerful - ) ' - Depressed
Creative ) . i Conforming

Hopeful o _ L ‘Anxious .

Self-confident ___ . i ! . Insecure

uHarthy ' _ =7 , o — Unworthy

Different Situations Adaptation Scale (flexibility)
Prefers regular hours
Does not 1ike uncertain or unpredictable things
Avoids trouble at all costs ‘
Seldom sees more than one viewpoint
Rarely changes opinions about other people : ' SN
Trusts others to do their best | -

[Empathy Construct Rating Scale (empathy)

Places hersél//himself in another person's shoes
, Helps another freely '
' Is comforting during periods of stress and uncertdinty

s

. Respects ‘the values of others ' i
Communicates warmth and concern
Understands the "human" situation




Tahle 2

University Supervisors’ ~ Cooperating Teachers' - Student Teachers'
Ratings Ratings . Ratings

CPATHY  FLEKIBILITY SELR-ESTEEM  DAPATAY FLEXIBILITY SELF-ESTEEN  ENPATHY FLENIBILITY SELF-ESTEEH
oA ()
5 FLENIBILITY

SELF-ESTEEN - |,

oAt 12 f:'g’g'““'ﬁ (o
' F‘g ﬁi I .
(T RERBILTY 1S A Sl
| N S
e e ~ _
SELEESTERN 118 2 o

Qﬂi!;‘

I

U N AT

fﬁ ‘s

ST RO ,47'*- AN

. SELF-ESTEEM L3,5_ ﬁ_E_ 'S Jl

]Nate: The validity diagonals are the three sets of nderined values, The relfability diagonals are the three sets
ﬁmmmﬁmmmammmmmmemwmmﬁ@mmwamﬁMaﬁmMmmm
heterumethcd is enclosed by a broken Tine, a
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